2 Sept 69 

Harold: 

I -have your recent lettersbto Hiehols and Archives regarding 
your recent trip ana. the cartridge cases. 

I must clear some misconceptions lest you waste time on things 
that cannot "bear fruit. 

Disregard differences in the microscopic markings on the primers. 
Differences always occur, and never have any significance as long as 
the similarities are sufficient to establish positive identification. 

The reason is that there are many factors that influence the character 
of such marks — - the ridges on the holt face are hut one of those 
facors. Among the rest are included such things as the hardness of 
the primer (which may vary from primer to primer), the amount of 
head-space at the time of firing (this often varies ffirom shot to shot 
in old rifles) , accidental marks that occur on the primers before 
firing, and many other factors which make it absolutely certain that 
cartridge eases fired in the same fifle always show differences. It 
i£ for this reason that many firearms examiners do not prepare visible 
exhibits for courtroom presentation, but rely on their expert qualific- 
ations.. Lawyers sometimes use such differences (which are always 
visible in comparison photos) to confuse the jury and discredit the 
expert . 

On the basis of my observation of my own photos and those in 
the hearings, I am sure that all the cases were fired in rifle 0.8766. 
And probably that they were all fired under the same pressure. 

There is no way of telling when they were fired, or in what sequence 
they were fired.. 

The location of the firing pin at the side of the firing pin hole 
in the bolt face is not significant either. The firing pin of the 
M-C rifle is cylindrical and (as far as I can tell from cut-away 
drawing) free-floating, so it can be espected to rotate slightly 
from shot to shot. Thus in two cases fired in the same M-C rifle, 
you might see the marks in the firing pin impression lining up in 
one way, and the marks on the rest of the primer (marks caused by the 
bolt face) lining up in another way. 

What confuses me is the presence of numerous marks on the brass 
portion of the bases of the three evidence eases and no corresponding 
marks on the brass of the two test eases. Certainty about these 
matters is not possible without direct observation of the cases under 
a microscope, and perhaps what occurs is not abnormal. There is 
a possibility that the evidence cases are reloads, but I tend to 
discount it for reasons which I explained in a previous letter. It 
might be possible to determine this with a microscopic examination, 
but mere pictures will not do. If I see them again at the Archives 
Inmight be able to tell with just an eyeball examination. In any 
ease I tend to think it unlikely. 

All that is certain so far is that Brazier misidentif ied the parts 
of his exhibits. Accusation of more than that in court might be 
embarrassing. 

Ho word from Dempsey yet. 



Still, 






Bernabei 
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